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DETAILED ACTION

1. This action is responsive to communications: Application filed on 9/08/99 and the IDS
filed on 12/13/99.
2. Claims 1-59 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 7, 13, 20, 21, 27, 28, 29, 35, 41, 48, 49,

55, 56, 57, 58, and 59 are independent claims

Information Disclosure Statement
3. The reference Bray, T. “Measuring the Web” in the information disclosure statement
(IDS) submitted on 12/13/99 has not been considered by the examiner because it failed to
comply with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97, 1.98 and MPEP § 609 because each publication
listed in an information disclosure statement must be identified by publisher, author (if any),
title, relevant pages of the publication, date, and place of publication.

It has been placed in the application file, but the information referred to therein has not
been considered as to the merits. Applicant is advised that the date of any re-submission of any
item of information contained in this information disclosure statement or the submission of any
missing element(s) will be the date of submission for purposes of determining compliance with
the requirements based on the time of filing the statement, including all certification

requirements for statements under 37 CFR 1.97(e). See MPEP § 609 q C(1).

Drawings

4, The formal drawings were received on 9/08/99 and were approved by the Draftsperson.



Application/Control Number: 09/392,170 Page 3

Art Unit: 2176
Specification
5. The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or other

form of browser-executable code on page 1, line 17 and page 16, line 5 and line 18. Applicant is
suggested to add left and right brackets or quotation marks on each side of hyperlink to
deactivate hyperlink or Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form

of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112:

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.

7. Claims 2-3, 15, 24-25, 28, 30-31, 43, 52-53, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112,
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. The limitations “repeating steps...” with
no predetermined condition being met can lead to a continuous loop conflicting with other
“repeating steps” which are performed until a predetermined condition is met.

8. Claims 7, 25, 28, and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which
applicant regards as the invention. The limitations “adding the selected host to the host set ” and
“adding the selected document to the document set of the selected host”, it is unclear of why a

host or document is being added if it already exist in the host set or document set for selection.
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Dependent claims 8-12, and 36-40 are rejected for fully incorporating the deficiencies of
their base claims.
9. Claims 23 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant

regards as the invention. Each element is not defined by the claim. Applicant is advised to

define each element of the equation.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102
10.  The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action:

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless —

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention
thereof by the applicant for patent.

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999
(AIPA) do not apply to the examination of this application as the application being examined
was not (1) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) voluntarily published under 35 U.S.C.
122(b). Therefore, this application is examined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment
by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)).

11.  Claims 1, 4-5, 29, 32-33, and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being

anticipated by Page (USPN 6,285,999 B1 - filed on 1/1998).



Application/Control Number: 09/392,170 Page 5
Art Unit: 2176

Regarding independent claims 1 and 29, Page discloses:

A computer-implemented method and computer program product for randomly walking through
a hypertext-linked document set comprising a plurality of documents, wherein at least a subset of
the documents contain a plurality of links to other documents, each document being associated
with a host (col. 3, lines 56-66: teaches plurality of documents with links to other documents),
the method comprising:

a) selecting a host (col. 7, lines 16-21: teaches server);

b) selecting at random a document associated with the host (col. 7, lines 38-44: teaches
jump randomly to any web page);

¢) retrieving the selected document (col. 3, lines 4-16: teaches retrieval of an important
page);

d) selecting at random a link in the retrieved document (col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches selecting
link);

e) retrieving a document referenced by the selected link; and f) repeating d) and €) until a
predetermined condition is met (col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to retrieved relevant web
document).

Regarding dependent claims 4 and 32, Page discloses:

wherein the document set is the World Wide Web, and wherein each document is a web

page (col. 5, lines 56-66: teaches web page).
Regarding dependent claims 5 and 33, Page discloses:
wherein each host corresponds to a domain (col. 7, lines 16-21: teaches server with

domain).
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Regarding claim 57, the limitations of claim 57 is a system for performing the method steps of

claim 1 and is rejected under the same rationale.

12. Claims 13, 18-20, 41, 46-48, and 58-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being
anticipated by Bharat et al., “A technique for measuring the relative size and overlap of
public Web search engines”, 4/1998, Proceedings of the Seventh International World Wide
Web Conference, pages 1-13.

Regarding independent claims 13 and 41, Bharat et al. (Bharat) discloses:

A computer-implemented method for measuring relative quality of a search engine index,
comprising:

a) performing a two-level random walk among documents within a document set (page 4,
Section 2.2: teaches perform random walks among web pages);

b) for each document encountered in the random walk, determining whether the
document is indexed by the search engine index (page 4, Section 2.2: teaches indexing pages);
and

c) aggregating the results of b) (page 5, Section 3.1: teaches result set).

Regarding dependent claims 18 and 46, Bharat discloses:

wherein each document contains a plurality of words, and wherein b) comprises, for each
document encountered in the random walk: b.I) selecting at least one word from the document;
b.2) performing a query on the search engine index based on the selected at least one word, to
obtain search results; and b.3) determining whether the document is included in the obtained

search results (page 4, Section 3: teaches queries to be performed for web words).
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Regarding dependent claims 19 and 47, Bharat discloses:

wherein b.1) comprises selecting at least one word based on rarity (page 4, Section 3:
teaches low frequency words).
Regarding independent claims 20 and 48, Bharat discloses:
A computer-implemented method for measuring relative quality of a document in a document
set, comprising:

a) performing a two-level random walk among documents within a document set (page 4,
Section 2.2: teaches perform random walks among web pages); and

b) determining a quality metric responsive to the number of times the document is
encountered in the random walk (page 4, Section 2.2: teaches random walk for searching through
web pages and on page 5, Section 3.1: teaches ranking strategy to determine quality of web
pages).
Regarding claims 58-59, the limitations of claims 58-59 are a system for performing the method

steps of claims 13 and 20 and are rejected under the same rationale.

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103
13.  The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action:

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the
manner in which the invention was made.
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14. Claims 2-3, 27, 30-31, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Page (USPN 6,285,999 B1 - filed on 1/1998) in view of Singhal (USPN
6,370,527 B1 - filed on 12/1998).

Regarding dependent claims 2 and 30, Page discloses the invention substantially as claimed as
described supra. However, Page does not explicitly disclose “selecting at random a host from
‘among the previously selected hosts”. Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col. 7, lines 21-30:
teaches selecting search engine device for retrieval of documents.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Page to provide a way to select a search
engine device for the retrieval of a selected document in order to allow a user to search all of the
available portions of a distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search query.
Regarding dependent claims 3 and 31, Singhal discloses:

further comprisiﬁg, prior to d): c.1) generating a random number; ¢.2) determining
whether the random number falls within a predetermined range; and c.3) responsive to the
random number falling within the predetermined range (Page on col. 5, lines 21-59: teaches
‘ determining random jump factor): c.1.1) selecting at random a host from among the previously
selected hosts; and c.1.2) repeating b) through f) (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col. 7, lines
21-30: teaches selecting search engine device for retrieval of documents).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Page to provide a way to select a search
engine device for the retrieval of a selected document in order to allow a user to search all of the

available portions of a distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search query.
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Regarding independent claims 27 and 55, Page discloses the invention substantially as
claimed as described supra. However, Page does not explicitly disclose “selecting at random a
host from among the previously selected hosts”. Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col. 7, lines
21-30: teaches selecting search engine device for retrieval of documents.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Page to provide a way to select a search
engine device for the retrieval of a selected document in order to allow a user to search all of the

available portions of a distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search query.

15, Claims 6 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Page (USPN 6,285,999 B1 - filed on 1/1998) in view of Bharat et al., “A technique for
measuring the relative size and overlap of public Web search engines”, 4/1998, Proceedings
of the Seventh International World Wide Web Conference, pages 1-13.
Regarding dependent claims 6 and 34, Page discloses the invention substantially as claimed as
described supra. However, Page does not explicitly disclose “performing a second two-level
random walk through the hypertext-linked document set”. Bharat on page 4, Section 2.2: teaches
random walks can be performed to entire Web including pages.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Bharat into Page to provide a method such as random
walks through a plurality of documents in order to increase the flexibility of exploring the entire

web.
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16.  Claims 7-12 and 35-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable
over Singhal (USPN 6,370,527 B1 — filed on 12/1998) in view of Bharat et al., “A technique
for measuring the relative size and overlap of public Web search engines”, 4/1998,
Proceedings of the Seventh International World Wide Web Conference, pages 1-13, and
further in view of Page (USPN 6,285,999 B1 — filed on 1/1998).
Regarding independent claims 7 and 35, Singhal discloses:
A computer-implemented method for randomly walking through a hypertext-linked document set
comprising a plurality of documents, wherein at least a subset of the documents contain a
plurality of links to other documents, each document being associated with a host (Singhal on
col. 4, lines 7-17: teaches search engine devices for retrieval of web pages), the method
comprising:

a) initializing a host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-62: teaches plurality of search engine
devices);

c) selecting at random a host from the host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-32 and col. 7,
lines 21-30: teaches selecting search engine device);

e) adding the selected host to the host set (Singhal on col. 2, lines 18-27: teaches a
number of search engines that found the same source can be added based on availability);

f) adding the selected document to the document set of the selected host (Singhal on col.
4, lines 1-17: teaches source such as web page or document can be found by the search engine
device and added in search result); g.4) repeating ¢) through h) until a predetermined condition is

met; and h) responsive to the selected document not containing at least one link, repeating c)
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through h) until a predetermined condition is met (Singhal on col. 4, lines 45-57: teaches
document without links).

However, Singhal does not explicitly disclose “a document set for each host in the host
set” and “selecting at random a document from the document set of the selected host”. Bharat on
page 4, Section 2.2: teaches large set of random pages and selecting a page.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Bharat into Singhal to provide a large set of random pages
and selecting a page at random in order to enhance the estimation of sizes of the search engine.

However, Singhal and Bharat do not explicitly discloses “selected document containing
at least one link, selecting at random a link from the selected document, selecting a document
corresponding to the selected link, and selecting a host corresponding to the selected document”.

Page discloses on col. 3, lines 4-16: page containing at least one link; on col. 2, lines 1-5:
selecting a link from the web pagé; on col. 2, lines 1-5: retrieval of web page corresponding to a
selected link.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Singhal and Bharat to provide a way to select a
link from a web page to retrieve another web page from a selected server found by a search
engine in order to increase the probability that a user will end up at an important page.
Regarding dependent claims 8 and 36, Singhal discloses:

e) is performed responsive to the selected host not being in the host set; and
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f) is performed responsive to the selected document not being in the document set of the selected
host (col. 2, lines 18-27: teaches number of search engines can be selected or not selected based
on availability and if being able to fine the requested source (document)).
Regarding dependent claims 9 and 37, Singhal discloses:

wherein g) further comprises, prior to g.1): g.0) responsive to a random event, repeating
¢) through h) until a predetermined condition is met; and wherein g.1) through g.4) are
performed responsive to non-occurrence of the random event of g.0) (Singhal on col. 4, lines 45-
57: teaches search query (event)).
Regarding dependent claims 10 and 38, Singhal discloses:

further comprising, prior to g.1): g.0.1) generating a random number; g.0.2) determining
whether the random number falls within a predetermined range; and g.0.3) responsive to the
random number falling within the predetermined range, repeating c) through h) until a predeter-
mined condition is met; and wherein g.1) through g.4) are performed responsive to the random
number not falling within a predetermined range (Singhal on col. 5, lines 44-60: teaches number
of factors to be weighted).
Regarding dependent claims 11 and 39, Singhal discloses:

wherein the document set is the World Wide Web, and wherein each document is a web
page (Singhal on col. 4, lines 7-17: teaches web page).
Regarding dependent claims 12 and 40, Singhal discloses:

wherein each host corresponds to a domain (Singhal on col. 3, lines 30-45: teaches

network of search engine devices).
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17. Claims 14, 21-23, 26, 42, 49-51, and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being
unpatentable over Bharat et al., “A technique for measuring the relative size and overlap of
public Web search engines”, 4/1998, Proceedings of the Seventh International World Wide
Web Conference, pages 1-13 in view of Page (USPN 6,285,999 B1 — filed on 1/1998).
Regarding dependent claims 14 and 42, Bharat discloses the invention substantially as claimed
as described supra. However, Bharat does not explicitly disclose “selecting a host; selecting at
random a document associated with the host; retrieving the selected document; selecting at
random a link in the retrieved document; and retrieving a document referenced by the selected
link”.

Page on col. 7, lines 16-21: teaches server; on col. 7, lines 38-44: teaches jump randomly
to any web page (select at random a document); on col. 3, lines 4-16: teaches retrieval of an
important page; on col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches selecting link; and col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to
retrieved relevant web document.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat to provide a way to select a link from a
web page to retrieve another web page from a selected server found by a search engine in order
to increase the probability that a user will end up at an important page.

Regarding independent claims 21 and 49, Bharat discloses:
A computer-implemented method for measuring relative quality of a document in a document set
comprising a plurality of documents, wherein at least a subset of the documents contain a

plurality of links to other documents, the method comprising:
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a) performing a two-level random walk among documents within a document set (Bharat
on page 4, Section 2.2: teaches perform random walks among web pages); and

b) determining a quality metric (Bharat page 5, Section 3.1: teaches ranking strategy to
determine quality of web pages).

However, Bharat does not explicitly disclose “responsive to the number of documents
that link to the document”. Page on col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to retrieved relevant web
document.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat to provide a way to link from a web page
to retrieve another web page found by a search engine in order to increase the probability that a
user will end up at an important page.

Regarding dependent claims 22 and 50, Bharat discloses:

wherein b) comprises determining a quality metric (Bharat page 5, Section 3.1: teaches
ranking strategy to determine quality of web pages) responsive to the number of documents that
link to the document, and responsive to the quality metric of the linking documents (Page on col.
2, lines 1-5: teaches link to retrieved relevant web document).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat to provide a way to link from a web page
to retrieve another web page found by a search engine in order to increase the probability that a

user will end up at an important page.
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Regarding dependent claims 23 and 51, Page discloses:

wherein b) comprises determining a value for: R(p)=d/T+(1-d)Z R(pi)/C(pi) where: T is
the total number of documents in the document set; d is a damping factor such that 0 <d < 1;
documents pl, , pk each contain at least one link to document p; and C(p) is the number of links
out of p (Page on col. 6, lines 49-60: teaches damping factor and documents containing forward
links to determine a value).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat to provide a damping factor and
documents containing forward links to determine a value based on a ranking .strategy (quality
metric) in order to enhance the calculating an importance rank for a number of linked document.
Regarding dependent claims 26 and 54, Bharat discloses:

further comprising: c) determining a quality metric for at least one additional document;
and d) ranking the quality metric of the first document with respect to the quality metrics of the
additional documents (Bharat on page 5, Section 3.1: teaches ranking strategy to determine

quality of web pages).

18. Claims 15-17, 24-25, 28, 43-45, 52-53, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as
being unpatentable over Bharat and Page as applied to claims 13-14 and 41-42 above, and
further in view of Singhal (USPN 6,370,527 B1 — filed on 12/1998).

Regarding dependent claims 15 and 43, Bharat and Page disclose the invention substantially as

claimed as described supra. However, Bharat and Page do not explicitly disclose “selecting at
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random a host from among the previously selected hosts”. Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col.
7, lines 21-30: teaches selecting search engine device for retrieval of documents.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Bharat-Page to provide a way to select a
search engine device for the retrieval of a selected document in order to allow a user to search all
of the available portions of a distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search
query.

Regarding dependent claims 16 and 44, Singhal discloses:
discloses:

wherein at least a subset of the documents contain a plurality of links to other documents,
each document being associated with a host, and wherein a) comprises:

a.l) initializing a host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-62: teaches plurality of search
engine devices);

a.2) initializing a document set for each host in the host set (Bharat on page 4, Section
2.2: teaches large set of random pages for selection);

a.3) selecting at random a host from the host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-32 and col. 7,
lines 21-30: teaches selecting search engine device),

a.4) selecting at random a document from the document set of the selected host (Bharat
on page 4, Section 2.2: teaches selecting at random a page);

a.5) adding the selected host to the host set (Singhal on col. 2, lines 18-27: teaches a

number of search engines that found the same source can be added based on availability);,
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a.6) adding the selected document to the document set of the selected host (Singhal on
col. 4, lines 1-17: teaches source such as web page or document can be found by the search
engine device and added in search result);

a.8) responsive to the selected document not containing at least one link, repeating a.3)

- through a.8) until a predetermined condition is met (Singhal on col. 4, lines 45-57: teaches
document without links).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Bharat to provide a way to select search
engine dévice which can be added to a plurality of search engine devices based on availability or
finding requested web page in order to allow a user to search all of the available portions of a
distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search query.

However, Bharat does not explicitly disclose “selecting at random a link from the
selected document; selecting a document corresponding to the selected link; and selecting a host
corresponding to the selected document”.

Page on col. 7, lines 38-44: teaches jump randomly to any web page (select at random a
document); on col. 3, lines 4-16: teaches retrieval of an important page; on col. 2, lines 1-5:
teaches selecting link; and col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to retrieved relevant web document.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat and Singhal to provide a way to select a
link from a web page to retrieve another web page from a selected server found by a search
engine in order to increase the probability that a user will end up at an important page.

Regarding dependent claims 17 and 45, Singhal discloses:
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e) is performed responsive to the selected host not being in the host set; and
f) is performed responsive to the selected document not being in the document set of the selected
host (Singhal on col. 2, lines 18-27: teaches number of search engines can be selected or not
selected based on availability and if being able to fine the requested source (document)).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Bharat-Page to provide a way to select a
search engine device for the retrieval of a selected document based on availability in order to
allow a user to search all of the available portions of a distributed network without having to
repeatly reenter their search query.

Regarding dependent claims 24 and 52, Bharat discloses the invention substantially as claimed
as described supra. However, Bharat does not explicitly disclose “selecting a host; selecting at
random a document associated with the host; retrieving the selected document; selecting at
random a link in the retrieved document; and retrieving a document referenced by the selected
link™.

Page on col. 7, lines 16-21: teaches server; on col. 7, lines 38-44: teaches jump randomly
to any web page (select at random a document); on col. 3, lines 4-16: teaches retrieval of an
important page; on col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches selecting link; and col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to
retrieved relevant web document.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat to provide a way to select a link from a
web page to retrieve another web page from a selected server found by a search engine in order

to increase the probability that a user will end up at an important page.
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However, Bharat and Page do not explicitly disclose “selecting at random a host from
among the previously selected hosts”. Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col. 7, lines 21-30:
teaches selecting search engine device for retrieval of documents.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Bharat-Page to provide a way to select a
search engine device for the retrieval of a selected document in order to allow a user to search all
of the available portions of a distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search
query.

Regarding dependent claims 25 and 53, Bharat discloses:

wherein each document is associated with a host, and wherein a) comprises:

a.1) initializing a host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-62: teaches plurality of search
engine devices);

a.2) initializing a document set for each host in the host set (Bharat on page 4, Section
2.2: teaches large set of random pages for selection);

a.3) selecting at random a host from the host set (Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-32 and col. 7,
lines 21-30: teaches selecting search engine device);

a.4) responsive to a random event:

a.4.1) selecting at random a host from among the previously selected hosts

(Singhal on col. 1, lines 30-65 and col. 7, lines 21-30: teaches selecting search engine

device for retrieval of documents); and a.4.2) repeating a.2) through a.7).

a.5) selecting at random a document from the document set of the selected host (Bharat

on page 4, Section 2.2: teaches selecting at random a page);
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a.6) adding the selected host to the host set (Singhal on col. 2, lines 18-27: teaches a
number of search engines that found the same source can be added based on availability);

a.7) adding the selected document to the document set of the selected host (Singhal on
col. 4, lines 1-17: teaches source such as web page or document can be found by the search
engine device and added in search result);

a.9) responsive to the selected document not containing at least one link, repeating a.3)
through a.9) until a predetermined condition is met (Singhal on col. 4, lines 45-57: teaches
document without links).

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the
invention was made to have modified Singhal into Bharat to provide a way to select search
engine device which can be added to a plurality of search engine devices based on availability or
finding requested web page in order to allow a user to search all of the available portions of a
distributed network without having to repeatly reenter their search query.

However, Bharat does not explicitly disclose “selecting at random a link from the
selected document; selecting a document corresponding to the selected link; and selecting a host
corresponding to the selected document”.

Page on col. 7, lines 38-44: teaches jump randomly to any web page (select at random a
document); on col. 3, lines 4-16: teaches retrieval of an important page; on col. 2, lines 1-5:
teaches selecting link; and col. 2, lines 1-5: teaches link to retrieved relevant web document.

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the

invention was made to have modified Page into Bharat and Singhal to provide a way to select a
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link from a web page to retrieve another web page from a selected server found by a search
engine in order to increase the probability that a user will end up at an important page.
Regarding claims 28 and 56, the limitations of claims 28 and 56 are similar to those in rejecting

claims 15-17, 24, 43-44, 52 and are rejected under the same rationale.

Conclusion
19.  The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's
disclosure.

USPN 6,490,579 B1 — Gao et al. — filed on 7/1998
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the
examiner should be directed to Almari Romero whose telephone number is (703) 305-5945. The
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays - Fridays (7:30am - 4:00pm).

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on (703) 308-5186. The fax phone numbers for the
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular
communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications.

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding

should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-4700.

AR
December 12, 2002
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